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The Impact of Transformational Leadership on Organisational 
Citizenship Behaviours:   
The Contingent Role of Public Service Motivation   
 
  
 
Abstract 
This paper examines whether the relationship between transformational leadership 
and organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs) is contingent on public service 
motivation (PSM).   We propose that PSM may reduce the motivational influences 
of transformational leaders’ behaviours on followers’ OCBs in public sector 
organisations.  Using a sample of Mexican employees we tested this proposition 
with structural equation modelling.  Our results show that the motivational effects 
of transformational leadership were less for public sector followers higher in PSM, 
than those lower in PSM.  A follow-up study in private sector organisations did not 
reveal a similar interaction effect.   These findings appear consistent with previous 
research demonstrating that PSM is more aligned to the goals and values of public 
rather than private sector organisations.   Nevertheless, the direct effects of PSM on 
OCBs remained in the private sector. 
 
Introduction 
Leadership remains a central challenge facing many organisations today.  One style that has 
attracted particular attention from scholars is transformational leadership, a key factor found to 
influence many beneficial employee outcomes in both private (Judge and Piccolo 2004; 
Herrmann and Felfe 2014) and public organisations (Trottier, Van Wart and Wang 2008; 
Wright and Pandey 2010; Oberfield 2012).  Scholars have begun to explore the circumstances 
and processes by which these effects are ultimately realised (for a review, see Van Kippenberg 
and Sitkin 2013).  Nevertheless, the accumulated evidence primarily focuses on how 
transformational leaders effect followers’ behaviours rather than why leadership is more or less 
effective (Li et al, 2013).  We contribute to this debate by exploring the moderating influence 
of public service motivation (defined below) on leader-follower relationships.    
Transformational leadership encourages followers to focus on a common goal or mission, 
generates intrinsic motivation and inspires them to ‘go the extra mile’ (Bass, 1985), such as 
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engaging in discretionary behaviours (Wright and Pandey 2010).  These extra role activities 
are referred to as organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBS) which extend beyond core task 
performance and support the work environment (Chiaburu et al. 2011), and are associated with 
improved organisational performance outcomes (Podskoff, Ahearne and MacKenzie 1997; 
Messersmith et al. 2011).  But is the relationship between transformational leadership and extra 
role behaviours the same for everyone, or does it depend on followers’ individual 
characteristics? 
By emphasising collective rather than individual goals, transformational leadership theory 
encourages followers to ‘transcend their own self-interests for the sake of the team, 
organisation and larger polity’ (Shamir et al. 1993, 579).  In so doing, it brings centre-stage the 
wellbeing of others (Bass 1985).  Among public sector organisations, concern for the wellbeing 
of citizens, community and society figures prominently and is likely reflected in leader 
behaviours (Wright and Pandey 2010; Kjeldsen and Jacobson 2013).  Interestingly, these same 
‘audiences’ are uppermost and salient among employees high in public service motivation 
(PSM) which is defined as ‘an individual’s prosocial motivation to do good for others and 
society through the delivery of public services’ (Perry and Hondeghem 2008, 3). Perhaps 
unsurprisingly, studies of public sector employees in Korea, the United States and UK have 
also found that PSM is positively associated with OCBS (Kim 2005; Taylor 2013; Gould-
Williams, Mustafa and Bottomley 2014).  
So, questions arise as to the influence of transformational leadership on followers’ behaviours 
when followers already endorse similar goals and values leaders endeavour to promote.  
Specifically, will PSM enhance or diminish the effects of transformational leadership on 
citizenship behaviours?  Given employees high in PSM likely have a genuine interest in work, 
and identify with the organisation, they are less likely to require added encouragement from 
leaders to take action.  Piccolo and Colquitt (2003) argue that as OCBs are rarely formally 
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rewarded, employees are also likely to undertake discretionary behaviours to satisfy self-
generated, intrinsic motives.  Indeed, PSM may be considered a form of intrinsic motivation 
(Steijn 2008; Kjeldsen and Jacobsen 2013).  In contrast, employees low in PSM, perhaps 
lacking a genuine interest in their work, concern for citizen wellbeing, or intrinsic motivation 
to ‘independently’ undertake such discretionary behaviours (OCBs), are likely to be inspired 
by the added encouragement from leaders.  
We test this proposition with Mexican data collected from public sector employees, 
distinguishing between citizenship behaviours directed at the organisation (OCBO) and 
individual co-worker (OCBI), as prior studies suggest each has unique antecedents (Le Pine et 
al. 2002; Chiaburu et al. 2011).   In so doing, we adopt an interactionist approach testing 
whether PSM reduces the influence of leadership on follower behaviours, consistent with the 
logic of substitutes-for-leadership theory (Kerr and Jermier 1978; Avolio, Walumbwa and 
Weber 2009).  While this theory has received mixed support, public sector plaudits of 
transformational leadership (e.g., Trottier et al. 2008; Paarlberg and Lavigna 2010) may have 
exaggerated its capacity if followers’ desire to serve the public forms a substitute for leadership 
in relation to OCBs.  Moreover, Li et al. (2013, 236) contend that ‘identifying contingencies 
allows a more nuanced view ... of follower task and contextual performance’, thereby 
increasing not only the precision of transformational leadership theory, but our understanding 
of OCB engagement. 
A follow-up study was undertaken two years later in 2012, based on a sample of Mexican 
private sector workers.   Here, we explore what happens to the interaction effect when PSM is 
less consistent with organisational goals and not the primary focus of leader behaviours, as 
might typify many private sector organisations.  Will PSM act as a substitute for leadership 
when the focus of pro-social motivation is the customer/client rather than the 
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community/public?  Or is PSM an inherently beneficial quality that organisations should seek 
from employees making it portable across firms and sectors? 
We proceed as follows.  First, we describe the behaviours and benefits of transformational 
leadership.  Thereafter, on the basis of substitutes-for-leadership theory, we explain why the 
relationship between leadership and OCBs is moderated by PSM in the public sector. Next, we 
describe our primary dataset comprising Mexican public sector employees, and present the 
structural equation modelling results.  We also conduct a follow up study with Mexican private 
sector employees whose goals are more customer than community-focused to establish an 
“absence of moderation” by PSM.  Finally, we discuss the managerial and theoretical 
implications of our findings, along with limitations of this research. 
Transformational Leadership and OCBs 
Since the 1990’s, research on transformational leadership has grown to the extent that more 
research has been conducted on this leadership style than any other (Judge and Piccolo 2004).   
According to scholars, the sine qua non of transformational leaders is their ability to motivate 
followers to ‘perform beyond the level of expectation’ (Bass 1985, 32).        
Transformational leadership is generally conceptualized as consisting of four behavioural 
components: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 
individualized consideration (Bass 1985).   Idealized influence (also referred to as charisma) 
refers to leaders displaying trust and showing respect to followers, appealing to them on an 
emotional level.  This component also captures leaders’ willingness to take a stand in 
challenging situations because they are convinced it is the ethical and right thing to do.  
Through such actions, transformational leaders become role models in acting out behaviours 
which are consistent with the organisation’s mission, goals and values.  These behaviours help 
employees develop confidence and pride in their organisations (Wright and Pandey 2010; 
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Judge and Piccolo 2004).  Inspirational motivation captures the extent to which leaders 
articulate an attractive vision for the future, and energise followers to take on challenging 
assignments and reach ambitious goals.   This component reflects the degree to which leaders 
talk optimistically and enthusiastically about the organisation’s mission and stimulate 
followers’ higher order needs by encouraging them to pursue the organisation’s goals and 
values rather than their own.  In doing so, leaders provide meaning to the tasks at hand and 
encourage followers to uphold high standards of performance.   Intellectual stimulation is the 
component in which leaders encourage followers to challenge previously held assumptions and 
beliefs.   In doing so, it is anticipated that followers will become more creative in their approach 
to work, taking risks where necessary as they endeavour to solve organisational problems in 
order to meet its goals (Herrmann and Felfe 2014).  Finally, individualized consideration is the 
transformational component of leadership in which leaders take a personal interest in their 
followers’ individual needs and listen to their concerns.  Here leaders act as mentors and 
coaches, helping followers achieve their aspirations in line with the organisation’s mission.   
Taken together, these four components suggest that transformational leaders inspire followers 
to exceed their work expectations by setting demanding goals and acting as role models.  By 
giving each employee personalised attention and assistance, they help followers align their 
values with those of the organisation, and thus serve a higher collective purpose.   A meta-
analysis also shows that transformational leadership is likely to be just as prevalent and 
effective in public sector organisations as the private sector (Dumdum et al. 2002).  Also, more 
recently Oberfield’s (2012) dynamic panel study, using secondary data for a wide range of US 
public organisations, reinforces this view.  He reports that transformational leadership shapes 
public employees’ work behaviours and performance in both current and future time periods.  
Thus, the ‘elaborate control systems associated with the mechanistic or bureaucratic 
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organisations’ found in the public sector does not appear to limit transformational leadership’s 
introduction or effectiveness (Wright and Pandey 2010, 78).   
In this paper, we focus on an important individual level performance outcome, OCBs - 
employee activities that extend beyond the core task requirements (extra-role behaviours).  
Such behaviours ‘support the organisational, social, and psychological environment’ in which 
tasks are performed (Borman and Motowidlo 1993, 73) and are consistent with the assertion 
that transformational leaders motivate followers to exceed expectations (Bass 1985).  
Consistent with Christensen et al. (2013), we consider two types of OCBs: discretionary 
behaviours of benefit to the organisation (OCBO) and employees (OCBI) (see also Williams 
and Anderson 1991).   OCBOs capture aspects of identification, commitment and loyalty to the 
organisation (such as defending the organisation when others criticize it, and showing pride 
when representing the organisation in public).  OCBIs, or helping behaviours, are defined as 
‘voluntarily helping others, or preventing the occurrence of work-related problems’ (Podsakoff 
et al. 2000, 516), and include actions such as helping others who have been absent from work 
or who have work-related problems.    
While we acknowledge that some employees may engage in OCBs to gain personal advantage 
through impression management (Bolino 1999), we adopt the view that the majority of 
employees do so as an expression of their indebtedness to the organisation, or to satisfy higher-
order needs, or even to align their work behaviours with their individual values (Piccolo and 
Colquitt 2006).  Although OCBs are one of the most widely studied topics in the fields of 
organisational behaviour and general management, relatively few studies have considered 
these behaviours in public administration (Kim 2006; Christensen et al. 2013; Taylor 2013).  
The paucity of research is surprising given that OCBs may be of particular importance here 
due to the labour-intensive nature in delivering many public service jobs (Taylor 2013).   
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Theoretically, we argue that the behaviours characterising transformational leaders, will have 
positive effects on followers’ OCBs.  The behavioural characteristics associated with idealized 
influence (acting out behaviours that are consistent with the organisation’s mission) and 
individual consideration (leaders’ expressing interest in and showing empathy towards 
followers’ wellbeing), may encourage followers to act in commendable ways to both the 
organisation and fellow workers.  Transformational leaders who ‘walk the talk’, treat their 
followers fairly and show that they trust them, along with taking an interest in their individual 
well-being, are more likely to see similar behaviours replicated by the workforce.  Such leaders 
generate enthusiasm amongst followers to display prosocial activities such as OCBs, as they 
provide a role model for them to follow (Gilmore et al. 2012).   When transformational leaders 
display inspirational motivation and intellectual stimulation they will provide an environment 
in which followers feel positive about their tasks at hand.  Followers will have a clear future 
vision based on the organisation’s mission, which energises them to act and take on challenging 
assignments.  As transformational leaders encourage followers to challenge the status quo and 
recommend innovative solutions to remedy poor practice, then followers will feel more 
comfortable suggesting improvements that will impact both the psychological and social 
environment within the workplace.  Accordingly, we believe that transformational leadership 
will have a positive effect on both OCBO and OCBI as followers mirror their exemplary 
behaviours.  Indeed there is now accumulating evidence in both the private and public sectors 
of a positive relationship between transformational leadership and OCBs (e.g. Judge and 
Piccolo 2004; Podsakoff et al. 1996; Wang et al. 2011; Vigoda-Gadot and Beeri 2012; 
Oberfield 2012).  Thus, we predict:  
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership will be positively related to OCBS (OCBO and 
OCBI). 
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The moderating role of PSM on the transformational leadership-OCBs relationship 
 
According to Gilmore et al. (2012), an interactionist approach should be adopted if a better 
understanding of the relationship between transformational leadership and employee 
behaviours is to be achieved.  In other words, scholars should endeavour to give more 
consideration to the individual characteristics and the situational context in which leadership 
occurs.   To this end, Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) substitutes-for-leadership theory ‘represents 
the most comprehensive attempt to identify the potential factors that may moderate leader 
effects on followers’ (Whittington, Goodwin and Murray 2004, 594). Substitutes-for-
leadership theory is a contemporary theory which postulates that situational factors (including 
individual characteristics) will diminish the effects of leaders’ behaviours on followers’ 
performance (Avolio, Walumbwa and Weber 2009).  Individual characteristics are referred to 
as moderators because they have been found to interact with the leader’s behaviour to change 
his or her influence over their followers.   Consistent with the logic of substitutes-for-leadership 
theory, we argue that PSM, an individual characteristic, may act as an important moderator of 
transformational leadership’s influence on followers’ OCBs in public organisations. 
Earlier we noted that PSM has been referred to by scholars as an ‘individuals’ prosocial 
motivation to do good for others and society through the delivery of public services’ (Perry and 
Hondeghem 2008, 3).  Employees with high levels of PSM care about doing work that has a 
positive impact on others, and exert greater effort to achieve organisational goals.    Therefore, 
we argue that PSM will play a substantial role in moderating the relationship between 
transformational leadership and OCBs in public organisations as the employees’ values overlap 
with their organisations.  Specifically, as employees with higher levels of PSM are more 
inclined to want to do good for others, they willingly engage in behaviours that benefit the 
organisation and work colleagues, and in turn the public.  Such individuals are more likely to 
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act in ways that are consistent with their organisation, thus the stimulating and inspirational 
influences characterising transformational leaders’ behaviours will be less effective.  We 
anticipate the motivational effect however, will be greater for followers lower in PSM, in that 
they will have a greater capacity to be influenced by the transformational leadership style as 
they are relatively less ‘other-focused’.  As such, consistent with the logic of substitutes-for-
leadership theory we propose that transformational leaders will be more effective at promoting 
followers’ OCBs when followers have lower levels of PSM as compared to those with higher 
levels of PSM in public organisations.   Theoretically, we propose that higher PSM may, to 
some extent, substitute for the mechanisms by which the positive effects of transformational 
leadership increase OCBs.   
Our view that individual characteristics that are consistent with the organisation’s values, will 
diminish (moderate) the effects of leaders’ transformational behaviours, is in line with prior 
research.  For instance, De Cremer (2002) found that charismatic leaders were not able to 
promote group member cooperation amongst followers who were already inclined to 
cooperate.  As such, inclination to cooperate acted as a substitute for charismatic leadership.   
In contrast, charismatic leaders had a transformational influence on followers who were more 
concerned with maximizing their own self-interests.   Similarly Gilmore et al. (2012) reported 
that the positive effects of transformational leadership on OCBs were reduced when employees 
were enthusiastic, alert, interested and determined about life in general (high positive affect).   
In line with this, Den Hartog and Belschak (2012) reported that the impact of transformational 
leaders’ influence on followers’ proactive work behaviours was reduced for those higher 
compared to those lower, on self-efficacy (ability to perform a task).   Finally, Li et al. (2013) 
reported that both followers’ proactive personalities (taking the initiative) and high goal 
orientation (setting ambitious goals) reduced the motivational effects of transformational 
leaders’ behaviours on followers’ OCBs.  Accordingly, we propose the following hypothesis.  
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Hypothesis 2:  Followers’ PSM will moderate the relationship between transformational 
leadership and OCBO and OCBI such that the positive association between transformational 
leadership and OCBs will be attenuated when followers are high on PSM. 
Figure 1 depicts the conceptual model of this study. 
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE 
Main Study:  Mexico Public Sector 
The primary objective is to test the moderating role of PSM on the relationship between 
transformational leadership and OCBs in the Mexican public sector context.       
Methods and approach 
Sample and Procedures 
Data were collected in 2010 from civil servants in the Guadalajara Metropolitan Area (GMA).  
GMA is the second largest metropolitan area in Mexico, and the centre of state and local 
government administration.  To ensure the equivalence of measures, the English worded 
questionnaires were back-translated into Spanish and pretested by a number of Mexican public 
sector employees (Brislin 1970).  To reduce the risk of social desirability bias, participants 
were contacted directly rather than through their organizations, and reassured that their 
responses would be treated anonymously (Miao, Newman, Schwarz and Xu 2013).  A total of 
1500 questionnaires were distributed to employees working in, inter alia, finance, planning, 
health, foreign affairs and social security in federal, state, and local government agencies.  We 
received 1,016 questionnaires, yielding a response rate of 67.7 percent.  The majority of 
respondents were male (53 percent), with a mean age of 36 years, a bachelor’s degree (59 
percent) and an average of 7.4 years tenure with their current employer.  
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We checked for non-response bias following Armstrong and Overton’s (1977) approach.  This 
entailed comparing early (first 15 percent of returned questionnaires) with later survey 
respondents (last 15 percent of returned questionnaires).  Results of independent sample t-tests 
revealed no significant differences in the means of early and later respondents on each indicator 
of the focal constructs, suggesting that non-response bias is not a major problem. 
Measures 
Responses to questionnaire items were measured on five-point Likert scales where 1 = 
“strongly disagree” and 5 = “strongly agree”, with the exception of leadership behaviours 
where 0 = “not at all” and 4 = “frequently, if not always”. 
Transformational Leadership. We measured transformational leadership using the Multi- 
Factor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ5x; Bass and Avolio 2000), which comprises 20 items 
measuring four facets of leadership, namely idealized influence (8 items), inspirational 
motivation, individualized consideration and intellectual stimulation (4 items each). Consistent 
with previous research (e.g., Gilmore et al. 2012; Kovjanic et al. 2012; Li et al. 2013), we 
averaged the items within each dimension and treated the dimension scores as four indicators 
of a higher-order, overall transformational leadership construct. 
Public service motivation. PSM was measured using an abridged version of Perry’s (1996) 
scale.  This instrument was developed by Coursey and Pandey (2007).  The scale comprised 
10 items representing three dimensions of PSM, namely attraction to policy making, 
commitment to public interest and compassion.  The fourth dimension, self-sacrifice, is often 
omitted from PSM scales as it is highly correlated with compassion (r = .89; Perry 1996; see 
Moynihan and Pandey 2007; Kjeldsen and Jacobsen 2013).  This three-dimensional measure 
also has a better conceptual fit with the rational, norm-based, and affective motivations 
underlying PSM in comparison with more complex four-dimensional scales (Coursey and 
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Pandey 2007; see Perry and Hondeghem 2008 for detailed discussion of PSM dimensions).  
Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.64 (attraction to policy making) to 0.70 (commitment to 
public interest). 
Organisational citizenship behaviours. OCBs were measured using eight items from the scale 
developed by Lee and Allen (2002). Four items represented behaviours that are beneficial to 
the organisation (OCBO) (e.g., ‘I show pride when representing the organisation in public,’, ‘I 
express ideas to improve the functioning of the organisation’), and four items measured 
behaviours that are beneficial to individuals and co-workers (OCBI), (e.g., ‘I help others who 
have been absent’, ‘I willingly give time to others who have work related problems’).  
Cronbach’s alpha for OCBO and OCBI were 0.91 and 0.84 respectively. 
Controls. We controlled for gender, education, organisational tenure and age as they may 
influence OCBs.  For instance, female employees’ may be more considerate than their male 
counterparts (Kidder 2002), while tenure has been recognised as relevant for understanding a 
variety of work outcomes (Messersmith et al. 2011; Fong and Snape 2013; Li et al. 2013).   
Measurement Validation 
Prior studies have consistently supported a single-factor structure of transformational 
leadership (Judge and Piccolo 2004).  Following Gilmore et al. (2012) and Kovjanic et al.’s 
(2012) approach (among others), we averaged the items measuring each leadership dimension 
and treated the four dimension scores as indicators of an overall transformational leadership 
construct in the structural equation analyses.  
Using AMOS18 and robust maximum likelihood, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) for a second-order measurement model of PSM, wherein the observed items were 
treated as indicators of three first-order factors capturing the dimensions of PSM.  The 
standardized second-order factor loadings for commitment to public interest and compassion 
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were 0.84 and 0.80 respectively, and highly significant (p < .001).  However, the factor loading 
on attraction to policy making was weak ( = 0.027, p = .627) and it exhibited low correlation 
with the other PSM dimensions.  Lacking content validity, it was dropped from further analysis.  
(Kim 2009 utilised a similar solution).  The remaining items measuring commitment to public 
interest and compassion were averaged and treated as two indicators of a general PSM 
construct.  
We then conducted an overall CFA to assess the relationships amongst the four focal latent 
constructs (TL, PSM, OCBO and OCBI) and evaluated their reliability and validity.  Model fit 
was good (𝜒2 (df = 71) = 328.753, p < .001; CFI = .966, RMSEA = .060 and TLI = .950).  The 
factor loading of each item on its corresponding construct was significant at the .001 level, in 
support of convergent validity (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). The constructs also possessed 
high internal consistency with composite reliabilities above 0.75, with the exception of the two 
item PSM scale which approached recommended thresholds (Bagozzi and Yi 2012).  
Discriminant validity was satisfied as the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) 
for each construct was greater than the correlation between that construct and all other 
constructs in the model (Fornell and Larcker 1981); see Table 1.  
<<<<<< Insert Table 1 about here >>>>>> 
 
Since data for both dependent and independent variables were collected from the same 
respondents, we tested whether common method bias (CMB) might have impacted the focal 
construct relationships.  Following Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) guidelines, we addressed this issue 
in several ways.  First, the data collection process ensured respondents anonymity, and used a 
variety of scale formats.  Second, concern for CMB is partially alleviated because Siemsen, 
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Roth and Oliveira (2010, 456) have proven mathematically that “interaction effects cannot be 
artefacts of CMB”, thereby protecting our central hypotheses from contamination.   
But, the possibility of CMB impacting the direct (simple) effects from leadership and PSM 
with the dependent variables remained. Following Podsakoff et al.’s (2003) suggestion, we 
tested for CMB using Harman’s single factor test and the more stringent common-method 
factor approach.  For the latter, we re-estimated the measurement model allowing each item to 
load on its theoretical construct and common-factor.  All loadings on the common-factor were 
constrained equal, assuming the influence of CMB was broadly comparable across items, and 
the common-factor’s correlation with the four focal-factors was constrained to zero.  This 
model exhibited a good fit (𝜒2 (df = 57) = 180.113, p < .001; CFI = .984, RMSEA = .046, TLI 
= .970), but more importantly the variance extracted (AVE) by the common-factor was 0.34, 
falling below Fornell and Larcker’s (1981) 0.50 criterion indicative of a substantive construct.  
So CMB did not appear unduly problematic. 
Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations and correlations between the constructs.  As 
anticipated, public sector workers scored relatively high on public service motivation (Mean = 
3.69; 1-5 scale), and perceived their supervisors as displaying transformational leadership 
behaviours (Mean = 2.65; 0-4 scale).  Similarly, as expected, leadership and PSM were both 
positively related, and associated with OCBI and OCBO.  A comprehensive analysis using 
SEM with latent interactions (see Steinmetz, Davidov and Schmidt 2011) follows below. 
Structural Model Estimation with Latent Interactions 
To examine the moderating role of PSM on the transformational leadership–OCB relationship, 
the residual centring approach advocated by Little and colleagues (2006; Geldhof et al. 2013) 
was followed.  The benefits of this approach are fourfold: (i) It has more power in detecting 
interaction effects than standard multiple regression; (ii) It is relatively easy to use in 
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comparison to earlier complex latent interaction approaches, which imposed numerous non-
linear constraints on model parameters; (iii) The relative contribution of interaction and main 
(first-order) effects are clearly identified as the orthogonalizing process ensures that 
multicollinearity between the main (first-order) effects and associated interaction is not an issue 
(r = 0); (iv) It performed well in simulation studies (unbiased parameter estimates and broadly 
acceptable power) comparing alternative latent interaction methods. 
The residual centring approach consists of a two-step procedure.   First, two indicators are 
selected, one from each first-order construct (transformational leadership and PSM), and 
multiplied together (e.g., TL1*PSM1).  The cross-product is regressed on all indicators of the 
two first-order constructs (TL1, TL2, TL3 TL4, PSM1, PSM2) and residuals retrieved, in this 
instance (TL1*PSM1_res).  The procedure is then repeated for each (4 x 2 = 8) cross-product.  
Second, the 8 sets of residuals are treated as indicators of the latent (transformational 
leadership-PSM) interaction term when estimating the structural model.  Finally, correlated 
covariances are estimated between residual-centred indicators if the original cross-product 
comprised the same first-order indicator (e.g., TL1*PSM1_res and TL1*PSM2_res may share 
unique variance associated with indicator TL1). 
Results revealed that the proposed structural model provided a good fit (𝜒2 (df = 185) = 
439.199, p < .001; CFI = .981, RMSEA = .037, and TLI = .974).  Similar findings were obtained 
with and without controls, so in the interest of parsimony, the controls aren’t reported here.  
The predictor variables explained 47.5 percent of the variance in OCBO (R2 = .475) and 40.5 
percent in OCBI (R2 = .405).  Transformational leadership had significant positive associations 
with both OCBO ( = .412, p < .001), and OCBI ( = .262; p < .001). This suggests that 
leadership enhances citizenship behaviours directed towards both co-workers and the 
organisation. Therefore, our first hypothesis was supported.  PSM also had significant positive 
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associations with both OCBO ( = .614, p <.001) and OCBI ( = .574, p < .001).  Thus, 
increased levels of public service motivation enhanced citizenship behaviours.  More 
importantly, the analysis revealed that the interaction between transformational leadership and 
PSM was significant and negative for both OCBO and OCBI ( = -.154 and  = -.197; p’s < 
.001), indicating support for our second hypothesis.  The negative interaction indicates that as 
follower PSM increased, the association between transformational leadership and OCBs 
decreased.  In other words, transformational leadership had less of an impact on followers’ 
citizenship behaviours when employees already had higher, rather than lower, levels of public 
service motivation. 
A follow-up analysis replacing transformational leadership by the four facets of leadership in 
turn, revealed broadly consistent results.  The interaction with PSM remained negative and 
significant when idealized influence, inspirational motivation and individual consideration was 
the focal variable and when OCBI and OCBO was the dependent measure (all p’s < .05).  The 
exception was intellect stimulation where a non significant finding is reported (here followers’ 
displaying both high and low levels of PSM are similarly affected by leaders’ who encourage 
them to challenge the status quo).   As public employees face many constraints, such as 
organisational red tape and bureaucratic culture, they (including highly motivated public 
employees) may be reluctant to think ‘outside the box’.  Under such conditions, when 
transformational leaders encourage and support such behaviours, followers are likely to do so 
too. 
To better understand the form of the interactions, we reverted to moderated multiple regression 
and used Aiken and West’s (1991) ‘spot-light’ procedures to illuminate the nature of the 
relationship between transformational leadership and OCBs.  Regression analysis which 
includes information on mean-structures and co-variances offers greater flexibility than SEM 
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in exploring this issue.  Separate plots were drawn for employees whose scores on the PSM 
moderator were one standard deviation below the mean, at the mean, and one standard 
deviation above the mean.  Results are presented in Figures 2a and 2b.  For the leadership-
OCBI relationship, the slope coefficients were larger for employees lower in PSM ( = 0.405, 
t = 9.418), and smaller for employees higher in PSM ( = 0.212, t = 5.130), while employees 
at the mean were in-between ( = 0.308, t = 9.736). Similar results were found for OCBO.  
Taken together, these results suggest that transformational leadership matters for all employees, 
but to a lesser extent for those higher in PSM. 
Repeating the analysis, but treating leadership as the moderator and PSM as the focal variable 
revealed a similar pattern.  For the PSM-OCBI relationship, the slope coefficients were larger 
when transformational leadership was lower ( = 0.429, t = 11.758), and smaller when 
transformational leadership was higher ( = 0.265, t = 7.736), while at the mean were in-
between ( = 0.347, t = 13.044).  Similar results were found for OCBO.  Again, this suggests 
that PSM matters for all employees, but more so when leader behaviours are found wanting.     
<<<<<< Insert Figures 2a and 2b About Here >>>>>> 
Summary 
Our findings show that the effects of transformational leadership on followers’ OCBs were 
contingent on their level of PSM, with respondents higher, compared to those lower, in PSM 
being less influenced by leaders’ motivational behaviours.   Thus, as followers higher in PSM 
are already motivated to serve the public and undertake OCBs, while those lower in PSM could 
be motivated via leadership to undertake such actions.  Next, we describe a follow-up 
replication with private sector employees to establish the validity of these results.    
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Follow-up study:  Mexico Private Sector 
The objectives of this follow-up study are twofold.  First, we establish the validity of the main 
study’s results by demonstrating that private sector employees’ PSM is lower than public sector 
employees.  Second, we examine whether the interactive effect of PSM on the transformational 
leadership – OCB relationship is contingent on sector (public vs. private).  We test these 
propositions by surveying Mexican private sector employees.   
Employees higher in PSM are assumed to be more likely to fulfil their desire to help others and 
contribute to society in the public rather than private sector, and many studies appear to support 
this (e.g., Crewson 1997; Lewis and Frank 2002).  However, after controlling for occupational 
differences across the public-private divide and organisational socialisation by examining the 
destination of graduates within a specific profession, results are less clear cut (Kjeldsen and 
Jacobsen 2013; Wright and Christensen 2010).  Given our follow-up comprises only private 
sector employees (discussed below), evidence of lower PSM than their public sector 
‘counterparts’ provides convergent validity and support for the main study results. 
 
The organisational values and nature of the jobs offered in the public sector are more likely to 
be consistent with higher PSM where serving society and the community is core.   In contrast, 
the market environment of private sector organisations not only ‘implies an entirely different 
focus on effective production and low-cost operations’ (Kjeldsen and Jacobsen 2013, 902), but 
the beneficiaries of prosocial behaviours are more narrowly defined (customers rather than 
community).  Thus, the overlap of PSM with private sector values and jobs should be notably 
reduced.  From a leadership perspective, private sector managers’ are also likely to exhibit 
different role modelling behaviours, placing more emphasis on serving customers rather than 
the public.   Consequently, if developing employees with higher prosocial motives focused on 
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community, rather than customers, is both less consistent with private sector environments and 
considered less important by private sector managers, then PSM is unlikely to be a substitute 
for leadership.  Thus, the interaction between transformational leadership-PSM should be 
weaker (if not eliminated) in the private sector.  But, the pro-social desire to help others may 
still make PSM a desirable employee quality (direct effect only).  
Methods and approach 
This follow-up replication, conducted two years later in 2012, included 1220 Mexican private 
sector employees from the Guadalajara metropolitan area.  Respondents worked in a broad 
range of predominantly service orientated industries, the most common being hotel and 
catering (44%), social and personal services (26%), manufacturing (18%), financial and 
insurance (6%) and transport (4%).  But, the extent to which these organizations worked closely 
with the public sector or were privatized remains unknown, so we cannot assert that the sample 
is representative of any definable population.  The survey questions were included as part of a 
wider leadership study, with the exception of organisational tenure (control variable) which 
was omitted following a printing ‘oversight’.  In the interests of brevity, only the main findings 
will be summarised here (detailed SEM results available upon request). 
<<<<<< Insert Table 2 About Here >>>>>> 
 
Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations among study variables.  In line 
with the main study, transformational leadership and PSM were both positively related, and 
associated with OCBO and OCBI.  We conducted an independent sample t-test to determine 
whether PSM was higher amongst public sector compared with private sector employees. The 
results revealed that PSM was indeed higher in the public than private sector (M = 3.69 versus 
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3.45, t = 6.90, p < .001), consistent with earlier studies (Crewson 1997; Lewis and Frank 2002) 
and providing further support for the validity of our abridged measure of PSM. 
Our proposed structural model provided a good fit (𝜒2 (df = 248) = 739.869, p < .001; CFI = 
.966, RMSEA = .040, and TLI = .955).  The predictor variables explained 44 percent of the 
variance in OCBO (R2 = .444) and 37 percent of the variance in OCBI (R2 = .367).  The analysis 
revealed that transformational leadership had significant positive associations with both OCBO 
and OCBI ( = 0.679 and  = 0.436; p’s < .001).  This suggests that leadership enhances 
citizenship directed towards both individuals and the organisation in the private sector.  
Similarly, PSM also had significant positive associations with both types of OCBs ( = 0.219 
and 0.394 for OCBO and OCBI respectively; p’s < .001). Thus, increased levels of public 
service motivation also contribute to citizenship behaviours in the private sector.1  
More importantly, in contrast to our public sector employees model, the analysis revealed that 
the interaction between transformational leadership and PSM was non-significant for both 
OCBO and OCBI ( = 0.001, p = .974 and  = -0.007, p = .943 respectively), suggesting that 
PSM has no moderating influence on the association between transformational leadership and 
follower OCBs. Thus, when collective and individual goals aligned only weakly, PSM did not 
reduce the motivational effects of transformational leaders; the two influences acted 
independently of each other.  Nevertheless, the pro-social nature of PSM suggest that the desire 
to serve, be it customers, clients, community or society should be considered both a sort-after, 
and portable quality of employees, regardless of sector (see discussion for more detail).2 
                                                          
1 Further analysis revealed that the slope coefficients of transformational leadership and PSM had significantly 
different regression weights in the public and private sector samples.  While PSM had a greater association with 
OCBI and OCBO in the public rather than private sector (Z = 6.98 and 3.18, p’s < .001), transformational 
leadership had a greater association with both OCBI and OCBO in the private rather than public sector (Z = 4.72 
and 3.08, p’s < .01). 
2 A follow-up analysis replacing PSM with each of its facets in turn, revealed similar results. Compassion was 
positively associated with both OCBI and OCBO ( = 0.281 and 0.109; p’s < .001), and similarly commitment 
to the public interest ( = 0.283 and 0.247; p’s < .001). 
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Discussion 
This paper advances current research by considering whether the role of transformational 
leadership is contingent on followers’ individual characteristics.  Our main contribution is 
introducing public service motivation (PSM) as an important moderator of the influence of 
transformational leadership on followers’ organisational citizenship behaviours (OCBs), 
particularly among public sector employees.  Though prior research attests to the independent 
contribution of transformational leadership and PSM on beneficial employee outcomes, their 
roles together in combination have not been examined.  This is a little surprising given the 
centrality of prosocial motivation, as evident by PSM, coupled with the plaudits that 
transformational leadership has received from public sector scholars. 
Our primary and follow-up studies provide convergent evidence that the relationship between 
transformational leadership and followers’ OCBs is conditioned by the role of employees’ 
PSM.  In the primary study, with Mexican public sector employees, the positive association 
between transformational leadership and OCBs was stronger for those lower in PSM while this 
positive association was weaker for those higher in PSM.  In the follow-up study with private 
sector employees, the positive association between leadership and OCBs was again evident, 
but no longer contingent on whether individuals had higher or lower PSM.   
So consistent with prior public and private research (Judge and Piccolo 2004; Trottier et al. 
2008; Oberfield 2012), transformational leadership appeared to motivate followers to exert 
discretionary effort.  In our case, such discretionary efforts were directed at both the 
organisation (OCBO) and co-workers (OCBI).  More importantly, PSM moderated the strength 
of this relationship in public sector organisations, consistent with substitutes-for-leadership 
logic.  In Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) classic study, situational factors (e.g., highly-standardised 
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tasks) reduced the motivational effects of leadership behaviours as they provided followers 
direction to effectively undertake their work.  We also found a ‘trade-off’.  In the public sector, 
for individuals with higher PSM, work is assumed to have a greater sense of purpose as 
individual and organisational goals are more consistent, thereby reducing the motivational 
effects of leadership behaviours.  In contrast, for individuals with lower PSM, work has a lower 
sense of purpose, as individual and organisational goals are less consistent, thereby increasing 
the motivational effects of leadership.  Finally, in the private sector, again leadership and PSM 
motivated employee performance, but because such organisations are assumed to have less 
concern for the communities in which they operate, and leaders exhibit prosocial behaviours 
that are more in line with customer rather than community service, there was no longer an 
interaction.   
More broadly, this study responds to calls for a more nuanced understanding of the positive 
role of leadership (e.g. Wang et al. 2013; Li et al. 2012).   Prior studies on followers’ 
characteristics have found that leadership is less effective at promoting cooperation among 
those inclined to be civil (De Cremer 2002), innovation among those naturally creative 
(Gilmore et al. 2012), and effectiveness among those self-efficacious (Den Hartog and 
Belshack 2012).  We also found that leadership in the public sector is less effective at 
promoting prosocial behaviours (OCBs) when followers are higher in prosocial motivations 
directed at the community (PSM).   Thus when followers’ goals align with those of their 
organisations, as is the case of PSM with the public (but not private) sector, the motivational 
effects of leaders’ behaviours are reduced.  
We found a positive association between PSM and OCBs in both sectors.  Given that PSM and 
prosocial motivation are both ‘other focused’ and highly correlated (r = +0.8; Wright, 
Christensen and Pandey 2013), our finding that public service orientated individuals desire to 
engage in prosocial behaviour is consistent with Grant’s (2008) private sector study which 
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revealed a positive relationship between prosocial motivation and OCBs’.  Thus, it is perhaps 
not surprising to find that the effects of PSM extend across sectors.    
Implications, Limitations, and Directions for Future Research 
So, what do these results mean for public and private sector organisations?  By presenting a 
compelling vision and aligning individual with organisational goals, transformational leaders 
engender followers with a sense of collective pride linked to organisational membership 
(Shamir et al. 1993).  Consistent with these theoretical notions, leader behaviours appeared to 
motive employees to ‘go the extra mile’, measured here in terms of OCBs, in both private and 
public sectors.  An alternative way to motive and imbue work with meaning and purpose is to 
recruit individuals who have already ‘seen the light’.  Under such circumstances, the 
motivational effect of leaders’ behaviours is reduced as followers’ values are already closely 
aligned to organisational goals.   To some extent then, followers’ characteristics substitute for 
the motivational effects of transformational leadership.   Therefore, public managers should 
not anticipate receiving double the benefits when investing in both leadership training 
programmes and sophisticated employee recruitment and selection processes.  In essence, this 
can be considered a trade-off between recruitment and socialisation.    
However, there was no such trade-off among private sector workers.  Here organisations and 
leaders within are less likely to stress prosocial motivation directed at the community, but the 
customer.  While the interaction of leadership with PSM was absent, each still independently 
enhanced desirable employee outcomes (OCBs).  So, public sector organisations might wish 
to recruit employees with high PSM as they are likely to have more consistent goals, but private 
sector organisations might also wish to hire such individuals as they are inherently ‘other-
oriented’.  Their concern for the broader wellbeing of citizens and society will include the 
segments of society important to private organisations, namely customers and clients.  Indeed, 
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there is good empirical evidence among service-sector workers to suggest that those higher in 
OCBs are more customer-orientated (Donovan, Brown and Mowen 2004), and by inference, 
more pro-social and other-oriented.                                             
As always, these insights must be discussed in light of the study’s limitations which highlight 
avenues for future research.  First, the cross-sectional nature of the data precludes any definitive 
conclusions regarding causality.  Hence, it is possible that followers who were more likely to 
help colleagues and the organisation (OCBs) came to view leaders as more transformational.  
Future research with longitudinal or experimental designs could address this issue.  That said, 
the casual direction proposed is consistent with the majority of prior studies (e.g., Trottier et 
al. 2008; Oberfield 2012; Li et al. 2013).   
Perhaps more important are questions about the source and stability of followers’ prosocial 
motivation (PSM).  Recently, public sector scholars, including Wright and Grant (2010), have 
begun to debate the degree to which PSM should be conceptualised as a trait-like construct that 
remains relatively stable over time, or a state-like process that continually fluctuates in 
response to situational and managerial influences. We suspect PSM is malleable, as even 
personality (archetypal trait), evolves with age and life-role transitions (Trzesniewski et al. 
2003; Orth et al. 2012), as does the importance employees place on work values (Johnson 
2001).  So, if PSM slowly waxes-and-wanes, our results suggest that on occasions when an 
individual is ‘feeling’ more prosocial, leadership will have less of a motivational role to play, 
while on occasions when an individual is ‘feeling’ less prosocial, leadership will have more of 
a motivational role to play.  Similarly, an individual’s current level of PSM may be the result 
of prior socialisation by the transformational leader rather than socio-historical reasons.  If so, 
leaders’ behaviours and associated influence may be particularly important during the initial 
phases of the leader-follower relationship.  These dynamic issues and model extensions await 
longitudinal analysis.     
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Wright and Christensen’s (2010) longitudinal study of recently graduated lawyers revealed no 
differences in mean levels of PSM based on destination (public versus private) of first job.  But, 
there were sector differences in PSM when comparing lawyers’ current and subsequent jobs.  
Kjeldsen and Jacobsen’s (2013) study of newly graduated Danish physiotherapists confirmed 
these results.  Thus, it appears that although public service motivated individuals may desire 
to work in the public sector, such desires go unfulfilled due to either a shortage of job 
opportunities or lack of relevant work experience.  Also, workers may have more immediate 
and pressing priorities when choosing their first job upon graduation, such as paying off college 
debts, rather than aligning their individual values (PSM) with those of the sector or 
organization.   Our study did not permit us to further investigate these issues, but future work 
may wish to consider whether ‘desired’ sector choice, rather than actual destination, provides 
a more insightful view of sector differences in levels of PSM.  Also, matched comparisons 
between sectors on the basis of job-role might also provide a more nuanced understanding of 
our findings, namely whether or not PSM acts as a substitute for leadership - is it the job or is 
it the sector?3 
Next, common method bias is a concern to the extent that the same individuals completed 
measures of transformational leadership, PSM, and OCBs.  While, we found evidence of only 
limited influence, the effect when present is more likely to enhance the ‘main effects’ of the 
model, rather than their interaction, our primary focus (Podsakoff et al. 1993).  Nevertheless, 
collecting performance data from multiple sources would strengthen the research design and 
reduce such concerns.  In keeping with the logic of ‘360 degree’ feedback, supervisors might 
provide more accurate measures of OCBO, given their organisational interests, while peers 
might provide more accurate measures of OCBI as individuals may behave differently toward 
colleagues, helping some more than others.  Li et al. (2013) found that collective identification 
                                                          
3 We should like to thank our anonymous reviewer for highlighting this point.   
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with colleagues and the team can provide an alternative source of motivation and reduce the 
motivational effects of transformational leaders’ behaviours.  Thus, future studies should 
examine both individual and collective levels of PSM.  For instance, knowing that PSM forms 
part of a shared culture, an ‘esprit du corps’, may further reduce the motivational effects of 
transformational leadership as this role will be naturally provided ‘horizontally’ by work 
colleagues. 
Finally, our results are based on Mexican public and private sector employees and may not be 
generalizable to other contexts.  Nevertheless, studies of leadership are broadly consistent 
across different national contexts (Avolio et al. 2009).   Further empirical evidence is needed 
to determine whether our results apply in other collectivistic societies or individualistic 
countries, beyond.  Likewise, in the spirit of substitutes-for-leadership theory, scholars should 
investigate other organisational factors linked with the public sector, such as red tape, 
bureaucracy and hierarchical structure, to gain a more nuanced understanding of the effects of 
transformational leadership.   
In spite of these limitations, the present study shows that transformational leadership and PSM 
provide alternative means to motivate employees and imbue work with meaning and purpose, 
at least in the public sector where individual and collective goals broadly align.  However, the 
motivational benefits of transformational leadership and higher PSM amongst followers should 
be considered in combination, as their interplay suggests that   ‘1 + 1 < 2’.      
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Table 1: Means, Standard deviations, inter-correlations and reliability estimates for study 1 
Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1. Transformational leadership* 2.65 0.68 0.88, (0.80)        
2. Public service motivation 3.69 0.81 0.31 0.61, (0.66)       
3. OCBO 3.94 0.79 0.51 0.59 0.91, (0.84)      
4. OCBI 3.58 0.77 0.41 0.58 0.65 0.84, (0.75)     
5. Age 36 10 0.04 0.15 0.12 0.06 -    
6. Gender (Female=1) 0.46 0.50 0.03 0.06 0.01 0.05 -0.11 -   
7. Education 3.66 0.84 -0.007 -0.006 0.04 0.04 -0.09 0.03 -  
8. Organisational Tenure 7.43 7.16 0.03 0.10 0.09 0.02 0.62 0.00 0.00 - 
Sub-diagonal entries are the latent construct inter-correlations. The first entry on the diagonal is square root of the AVE, whilst the second entry in parenthesis is the 
composite reliability score.  
*All items were measured on a 1-5 scale, with the exception of transformational leadership, 0-4.   
 
 
 
  
35 | P a g e  
 
 
 
Table 2: Means, Standard deviations and inter-correlations for study 2  
Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Transformational leadership** 2.61 0.64        
2. Public service motivation 3.48 0.72 0.42*       
3. OCBO 2.77 0.81 0.64 0.41      
4. OCBI 2.43 0.77 0.52 0.49 0.68     
5. Age 29.72 10.14 0.04 0.08 0.08 0.00 -   
6. Gender (Female=1) 0.48 0.50 -0.02 0.11 -0.03 -0.00 -0.11 -  
7. Education 3.35 0.84 0.16 0.02 0.19 0.14 -0.27 0.03 - 
*All correlations above 0.10 are significant at p < 0.001   
**All items were measured on a 1-5 scale, with the exception of transformational leadership, 0-4.   
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Figure 1: Theoretical model showing the moderating role of PSM on the transformational leadership-OCBs relationship 
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Figure 2a: Moderating effect of PSM on the Transformational Leadership–OCBO Relationship 
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Figure 2b: Moderating effect of PSM on the Transformational Leadership–OCBI Relationship 
 
 
 
 
 
